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PER CURI AM

Tianci Chen, a native and citizen of the People's
Republic of China, petitions for review of an order of the Board of
| mMm gration Appeals (Board) affirmng, wthout opinion, the
immgration judge' s denial of his application for asylum

Because the Board affirned under its stream ined process,
the imm gration judge' s decisionis the final agency determ nati on.

Camara v. Ashcroft, 378 F.3d 361, 366 (4th Cr. 2004). W wll

reverse this decisiononly if the evidence “*was so conpel ling that

no reasonabl e fact finder could fail to find the requisite fear of

per secuti on. Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316, 325 n. 14 (4th Gr. 2002)

(quoting INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U S. 478, 483-84 (1992)). W

have revi ewed the adm nistrative record and the imm gration judge’s
deci sion and find substantial evidence supports the concl usion that
Chen failed to establish the past persecution or well-founded fear
of future persecution necessary to establish eligibility for
asylum See 8 CF. R § 1208.13(a) (2004) (stating that the burden
of proof is on the alien to establish eligibility for asylum;

Eli as- Zacarias, 502 U. S. at 483 (sane).

Accordingly, we deny Chen’s petition for review W
grant the Governnent’s notion to strike the portions of the joint
appendi x that are not part of the adm nistrative record, and the
portions of Chen's brief that reference these docunents. See

generally Fed. R App. P. 10(a). W also grant the Governnent’s



notion to supplenment the record. See Fed. R App. P. 10(e)(2); 4th
Cr. R 10(e). W dispense with oral argunment because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci sional process.
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